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Abstract
This chapter investigates the integration processes of immigrants
in Germany by comparing certain immigrant groups to natives diﬀer-
entiating by gender and immigrant generation. Indicators which are
supposed to capture cultural integration of immigrants are diﬀerences
in marital behavior as well as language abilities, ethnic identiﬁcation
and religious distribution. A special feature of the available data is
information about overall life satisfaction, risk aversion and political
interest. These indicators are also presented. All of these indicators
are depicted in comparison between natives and immigrants diﬀerenti-
ated by ethnic origin, gender and generation. This allows visualization
of diﬀerences by ethnic groups and development over time. Statements
about the cultural integration processes of immigrants are thus possi-
ble. Furthermore, economic integration in terms of female labor force
participation is presented as an additional feature. Empirical ﬁndings
suggest that diﬀerences among immigrants and between immigrants
and Germans do exist and diﬀer signiﬁcantly by ethnic origin, gender
and generation. But diﬀerences seem to diminish when we consider
the second generations. This indicates greater adaption to German
norms and habits, and thus better cultural, socio-economic and polit-
ical integration of second generation immigrants in Germany.
∗Financial support from the German Research Foundation (Deutsche Forschungs-
gemeinschaft, DFG) for the project on Ethnic Diversity and Labor Market Success
in the DFG-Priority Program Flexibility in Heterogeneous Labor Markets (Flexibil-
isierungspotenziale bei heterogenen Arbeitsm¨ arkten) is gratefully acknowledged.
11 Introduction
Immigration to Germany began after the Second World War, when sub-
stantial inﬂows of Germans, refugees and expellees from Eastern European
territories immigrated to Western Germany. Immigrant labor was needed to
rebuild a dilapidated Germany. In the late 1950’s, under the auspices of the
Federal Labor Institute (FLI) and in cooperation with labor unions and local
authorities, German employers actively recruited foreign workers without any
quota limits imposed by the government. The German immigration system
was, therefore, demand-driven and project-tied. Employers, free from any
government quota, determined the number and the origin of the immigrant
ﬂow so that their industries would easily absorb them. Germans from East
Germany were a big chunk of these laborers, but treaties for recruitment
were also signed with Italy in 1955 and Spain and Greece in 1960. While the
inﬂow of East Germans ended with the erection of the Berlin wall in 1961, the
demand for workers did not. A massive shortage in labor supply especially
in low qualiﬁed sectors and an extraordinary fast economic growth made the
need for imported labor imperative. Additional treaties for recruitment were
signed with Turkey in 1961, Portugal in 1964, and Yugoslavia in 1968.
Immigrants from Italy, Greece, Spain, Turkey, Portugal and Yugoslavia
were called ”guest workers” implying that their presence in Germany was
only of temporary nature and based on ”stay-and-return migration” in what
was called the ”rotation model”. These immigrants prompted the trans-
formation of the southern regions, like Bavaria and Baden Wurttemburg,
from mostly agrarian into modernized industrial states. By the late 1960’s,
upward economic and occupational mobility of native Germans, as well as
sluggish demographic growth, contributed to the tremendous inﬂow of guest
workers (500,000 workers annually) with the subsequent German economy
dependence on guest workers. It is worth noting that during this era of the
German miracle, West Germany had virtually no unemployment. Not only
native Germans were faring very well, but immigrants were faring well also
in terms of attachment to employment and wages.
On November 22, 1973, with the oil crisis intensifying a beginning re-
cession in Germany, the German government was forced to change its im-
migration policy and halt active recruitment by ﬁrms, thereby controlling
the inﬂow of alien workers. The 1973 ban excluded immigrants from the
European Common Market countries. While this new policy was eﬀective in
reducing the number of labor migrants, it backﬁred and increased the actual
size of the foreign population, which increased through family reuniﬁcation
and high fertility rates. Speciﬁcally, by 1974 17.3% of all births in the Federal
Republic of Germany were from guest workers (Mehrlander, 1985 [30]), and
265% of the total gross immigration, after the 1973 ban, was due to family
reuniﬁcation of guestworkers (Velling, 1994 [35]). Therefore, the composition
of immigrants shifted from young males to women and children who arrived
in Germany to join their husbands and fathers, creating a strong second gen-
eration immigrants. The government’s eﬀorts to promote return migration
did not succeed resulting in an extension of duration of stay in Germany and
immigrants turning from guest workers to permanent residents. After the
recession ”labor migrants” from Turkey, Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy and Spain
were the dominant immigrant groups in Germany working in unskilled me-
nial positions, concentrated in very few sectors and under unfavorable work
conditions (Kalter and Granato (2007) [25]).
Various geopolitical reasons contributed in a yet changing composition
of immigrants to Germany. In the 1980s and early 1990s the immigration
inﬂow was boosted by asylum seekers1 and ”ethnic” Germans coming to
Germany in the aftermath of the fall of the Iron Curtain and due to liberalized
travel regulations. Immigration of the latter, the so-called ”Aussiedler”2 from
Poland, Romania and the former Soviet Union, increased until a new more
restrictive law was enforced in 1993. Most recently, labor migrants from
Poland, the (former) Czech Republic and other Eastern European States
contribute mainly to the immigration inﬂow to Germany.
By 2000, almost 9% of the German population is immigrants. Despite
this long migration history, Germany kept quiet about being a migration
nation. Taking a pioneering stance, the German government introduced the
Immigration Act (Zuwanderungsgesetz) in 2001, a reduced version of which
came into eﬀect on January 1, 2005. The Act acknowledges Germany’s status
as an immigration country and addresses to an increasing degree diﬃculties
accompanied by divergences between natives and immigrants. The question
of how to obtain a suﬃcient degree of economic and social integration is
thus one of the pressing topics in the current political debate. Integration
as a harmonic coexistence and cooperation between diﬀerent ethnic groups
is fostered in order to mitigate potential conﬂict while preserving highly
precious synergies by the mix of cultures.
One of the major concerns of researchers and politicians is how to measure
the degree of integration of immigrants. In contrast to economic integration,
which is comparatively easy to gauge through widely accepted indicators
such as labor market participation, wage growth and immigrant earnings
1mainly due to civil wars in Yugoslavia, conﬂicts in Kurdish territories of Turkey and
northern Iraq. Iranians as well as Vietnamese and Chinese occupied a large percentage of
asylum seekers.
2Immigrants who proved that they were of German decent were by law German and
granted German citizenship almost immediately after arrival
3convergence to those of natives, cultural and social integration is more diﬃ-
cult to deﬁne and quantify. The role of ethnic identity surfaces as important
determinant of socio-economic integration. A major diﬃculty that studies
try to tackle is potential endogeneity of the processes of economic perfor-
mance and social and cultural interactions. Akerlof and Kranton (2000) [1]
oﬀer a novel theoretical framework of the utility maximization function by
incorporating an individual’s self-identiﬁcation as a powerful motivation for
behavior. They imply that if individuals achieve their ”ideal self” and are
comfortable with their identity then their utility increases, otherwise, their
utility decreases. B´ enabou and Tirole (2007) [4] model a broad class of beliefs
of individuals including their identity, which people value and invest in. They
also study endogenously arising self-serving beliefs linked to pride, dignity or
wishful thinking. These emerging important contributions can also explain
labor market integration and wage diﬀerentials. Accordingly, while some in-
dividuals have the drive and human capital to integrate and succeed in the
labor market they may not reach their goal because of behavioral norms and
unfulﬁlled or confused self-identity images.
Following a burgeoning literature on the role of ethnic identity, Constant
and Zimmermann created a measurable index of ethnic identity. In 2006,
Constant, Gataullina, and Zimmermann were the ﬁrst to introduce the mul-
tidimensional concept of ethnic identity in economics by borrowing literature
from social psychology and other social sciences. Following the original work
Berry et al. (1989) [5], they developed a framework of ethnic identity and
tested it empirically with German data 3. Speciﬁcally, they created a two-
dimensional quantitative index - the ethnosizer - that measures the degree of
the ethnic identity of immigrants. Ethnic identity is how individuals perceive
themselves within an environment as they categorize and compare themselves
to others of the same or diﬀerent ethnicity. It is the closeness or distance
immigrants feel from their own ethnicity or from other ethnicities, as they
try to ﬁt into the host society; it can diﬀer among migrants of the same
origin, or be comparable among migrants of diﬀerent ethnic backgrounds.
In stark distinction to ethnicity, ethnic identity attempts to measure how
people perceive themselves rather than their ancestors. The authors allow
for the individuality, personality, distinctiveness and character of a person
3Constant and Zimmermann (2009a) [9]; Constant and Zimmermann (2009b) [10];
Constant, Gataullina, Zimmermann and Zimmermann (2006) [13]; Zimmermann, Zim-
mermann and Constant (2007) [15] and [40]; Zimmermann (2007a) [36] and (2007b) [37];
Zimmermann, Gataullina, Constant and Zimmermann (2008) [39]; Zimmermann, Con-
stant and Gataullina (2009) [38]; Constant, Zimmermann and Zimmermann (2009) [16];
Constant, Kahanec and Zimmermann (2009) [14]; Constant, Roberts and Zimmermann
(2009) [12]; Constant and Zimmermann (2008) [8]
4in an ethnic group to prevail, to diﬀer from one person to another, and to
alter and evolve in diﬀerent directions. They deﬁne ethnic identity to be the
balance between commitment to, aﬃnity to, or self-identiﬁcation with the
culture, norms and society of origin and commitment to or self-identiﬁcation
with the host culture and society.
The ethnosizer contains four states or regimes of ethnic identity diﬀer-
entiated by the strength of cultural and social commitments to the home or
host country: Assimilation, a pronounced identiﬁcation with the host cul-
ture and society, coupled with a ﬁrm conformity to the norms, values and
codes of conduct, and a weak identiﬁcation with the ancestry; Integration,
a achieved amalgam of both dedication to and identiﬁcation with the origin
and commitment and conformity to the host society. This is the case of a
prefect bi-cultural state; Marginalization, a strong detachment from either
the dominant culture or the culture of origin; and Separation, an exclusive
commitment to the culture of origin even after years of emigration, paired
with weak involvement in the host culture and country realities. The ethno-
sizer is composed of ﬁve essential elements of the ethnic identity: language
ability, ethnic self-identiﬁcation, visible cultural elements, ethnic interaction
and future citizenship and locational plans.
This chapter focuses on the cultural integration of immigrants in Ger-
many, a powerful player in the EU and the Western world that has the largest
immigrant population in EU. The aim of this chapter is to depict the current
integration status of immigrants in Germany by comparing educational gaps
between partners, marriage and intermarriage rates, age at ﬁrst marriage,
age gaps between spouses, the number of children per woman, age at ﬁrst
child birth; political interest, risk attitudes, overall life satisfaction and fe-
male labor force participation. Additionally, immigrant groups are compared
with respect to self-reported language abilities, ethnic self-identiﬁcation and
their religious believes. Thus, several determinants combined with the eth-
nosizer are also used in this study to determine the current degree of cultural
integration. All indicators are deﬁned as deviations from natives and dif-
ferentiated by ethnic origin and immigrant generation. Empirical ﬁndings
are based on panel data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP)
allowing for statements about development over time.
The structure of this chapter is as follows. Data and deﬁnitions as well
as remarks about the empirical methods used in this study are introduced
and discussed in the next sections. Descriptive statistics and corresponding
estimation results are presented and interpreted afterwards. The paper con-
cludes with a summary of the ﬁndings from the analysis. Graphs are included
in the Appendix at the very end of the paper.
52 Data Source and Deﬁnitions
The analysis of the cultural integration of immigrants in Germany is based
on data from the German Socio Economic Panel (GSOEP). The GSOEP is
a nationally representative longitudinal study that in 2007 contained infor-
mation about roughly 20,000 individuals and 11,000 private households in
Germany. This unique data source provides a wealth of information about
various social, cultural, political and economic aspects of individuals living
in Germany and allows the testing of corresponding social and economic the-
ories. Due to its panel design and an over-sampling of immigrants it opens
unique analytical possibilities especially with regards to integration over time
based on the behavior of diﬀerent immigrant generations. The descriptive
statistics presented refer to the period 2005 to 2007 or the most recent year
for which information is available. The regressions are also estimated on data
from this time period in order to exploit the richness of the data.
A well acknowledged problem related to immigrant populations and in-
ternational comparisons is the deﬁnition of who is an immigrant. Depending
mainly on laws about who is a native and who is an immigrant, diﬀerent
countries have diﬀerent deﬁnitions. For example, in the U.S., the prevailing
law is the ius soli that makes all individuals born in the U.S. American cit-
izens by default. Until recently, Germany was recognizing the ius sanguinis
or bloodlines as the only law for being a German citizen. With the new
developments, Germany now allows under certain exceptions the law of soil
to determine citizenship as well. Accordingly, we deﬁne an immigrant to be
a person either not born in Germany or a person who is born in Germany
but either is not a German citizen or whose mother or father is not German
born or has non-German nationality. In the case where both parents are not
born in Germany but also not born in the same country, the country of origin
of the mother outweighs the country of origin of the father assuming that
cultural habits and norms are more likely to be transferred from the mother
to the child than from the father.4
Distinctions between ﬁrst and second generations of immigrants are based
on country of birth. By deﬁnition, individuals who are not born in Germany
belong to the ﬁrst generation of immigrants regardless of the age at which
they immigrated to Germany. Individuals who were born in Germany but
4This deﬁnition of immigrants deﬁnes “Aussiedler” as belonging to the group of im-
migrants. Aussiedler are not born in Germany but eligible for German citizenship im-
mediately after immigration due to their German bloodlines. Aussiedler are mostly born
and raised in Eastern European countries, and will be treated as part of the immigrant
population and do not take on an exceptional role in this analysis.
6fulﬁl at least one of the criteria mentioned above5 are considered second gen-
eration immigrants. It is important to mention that second or even third
generation immigrants in Germany may not be German citizens. More em-
phasis is placed on the country of origin than on nationality. Nationality may
change over time and be related to a feeling of belonging and commitment to
a speciﬁc country. Similar to ethnic identity6, nationality may be a dynamic
feature expressing a certain degree of integration, assimilation, segregation
or marginalization. In contrast, country of origin or ethnicity remains un-
changed even after naturalization. Ethnicity therefore reﬂects cultural inﬂu-
ences during childhood and throughout a person’s adult life. When there is
no information available about the country of birth of the immigrant or the
parents, nationality is taken a criterion to determine immigrant status.
3 Immigrant Population in Germany
According to the deﬁnition of immigrants given above, GSOEP data show
that 12.18 percent of Germany’s population have an immigration background
either personally or induced by their parents (Table 1). Since the GSOEP
over-samples the immigrant population in Germany there may be discrepan-
cies between GSOEP statistics and oﬃcial statistics by the German Statisti-
cal Oﬃce. Most recently, the German Statistical Oﬃce does not only report
immigrant status deﬁned by nationality, but introduced a new classiﬁcation
which is supposed to account for migration background. Accordingly, indi-
viduals residing in Germany either belong to the group of persons with or
without migration background. Previously, individuals holding other than
German citizenship were counted as ”Auslaender” ignoring country of birth
and family background.
Depending on which deﬁnition is used, oﬃcial data state that 8.8 percent
of Germany’s population is of foreign nationality (”Auslaender”) in contrast
to almost 19 percent of people with migration background. Among these
persons with migration background, roughly 68 percent belong to the group
of people with their own migration experience (comparable to the ﬁrst gener-
ation immigrants) and 32 percent to the group of persons without migration
experience (second or later immigrant generation).7 Also in the GSOEP data,
the majority of the immigrants observed, namely 76.82 percent, are classiﬁed
5hold other than German citizenship, one of the parents is not German born or has a
foreign nationality
6see e.g. Phinney et al. (2001) [33]; Phinney (1992) [34]; Constant, Gataullina and
Zimmermann (2009) [11]
7see Statistisches Bundesamt, 2009
7as ﬁrst generation whereas 23.18 percent are second generation immigrants
(Table 2). This bias from oﬃcial data might be related to the fact that the
GSOEP contains information mostly about individuals who are older than
16 years of age. This restriction possibly underestimates the share of younger
immigrants on the total population and thus the share of second generation
immigrants in the sample. In total, the data used within this study include
11,078 immigrants and 79,863 Germans.8





Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
Further, immigrants in Germany are distinguished by country of origin.
We look at immigrants coming from one of the ﬁve sending countries dur-
ing the guest worker period, namely Turkey, the former Yugoslavia, Spain,
Greece and Italy.9 Additionally, we include Polish and Russian immigrants
since they are increasingly important ethnic groups in Germany today. Ta-
ble 3 shows the distribution of these ethnic groups living in Germany between
2005 and 2007. Accordingly, Turkish immigrants represent 21.13 percent of
the immigrant population and are therefore the single biggest ethnic group
present in Germany. Even though Spanish immigrants made up a major
part of the guest worker population coming to Germany during the 1950s
and 1960s, immigrants who originate from Spain are an almost negligible
part of the immigrant community today and represent only 2.06 percent of
the immigrant population. Hence, results regarding this group need to be
treated with caution. Findings reported in the tables might not be repre-
sentative of Spanish immigrants. They are stated, nonetheless, mostly for
reasons of completeness. The ethnic group labelled ”Other” refers to the
foreign population in Germany that originates from other than the countries
explicitly mentioned above.
Considering the generational distribution of immigrants, Table 2 shows
that within each immigrant group the majority of individuals belong to the
ﬁrst generation. This holds especially true for immigrants from Poland and
Russia, who represent the most recent trends of immigration inﬂows to Ger-
many. The share of ﬁrst generation immigrants from these countries lies at
8All numbers presented are not weighted
9The category ”Former Yugoslavia” includes immigrants from Croatia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Macedonia, Slovenia and Kosovo-Albania.
8Table 2: Generational Distribution










Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
86.66 percent for Poles and even 94.93 percent for Russians. Thus, state-
ments regarding diﬀerences between ﬁrst and second generation of these two
ethnic groups must be treated carefully due to the small numbers of obser-
vations in the second generation. As a consequence, regressions that account
for diﬀerences in behavior by generation occasionally do not include Russian
second generation immigrants.
Table 3: Immigrant Groups










Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
Comparing the ethnic distribution by generation, Table 4 shows that the
share of Turkish, Italian, Greek and Spanish immigrants, is greater in the
second than in the ﬁrst generation. First generation Russians (8.58 percent)
and Poles (10.76 percent) are also quite dominant ethnic groups, whereas the
share of second generation Poles and Russian is relatively small. The share
of immigrants from the countries of former Yugoslavia is almost identical in
both generations. 10
10The ethnic distribution by generation does not diﬀer much by gender. Corresponding
data disaggregated by sex are not shown but can be added on request.
9Table 4: Ethnic Distribution by Generation









Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
4 Integration Indicators
4.1 Empirical Model
We now turn to the cultural indicators that can provide insights to the in-
tegration process of immigrants in Germany. The estimation methods used
to measure the eﬀect of ethnic groups and generations on selected indicators
are based on simple pooled OLS and Logit techniques run on data during
the period 2005 to 2007.11 Explanatory variables used in each model are di-
chotomous variables accounting for membership to one of the ethnic groups
interacted with a dummy variable capturing belonging to the ﬁrst or second
immigrant generation. Additionally, three diﬀerent birth cohorts are distin-
guished and included in the regression. The ﬁrst cohort depicts immigrants
born before 1942 who are older than 65 in 2007. The second birth group
includes immigrants born between 1942 and 1967. In 2007 they are thus be-
tween 40 and 65. This group is set to be the base category in all estimations.
Consequently, the last age group contains immigrants who are younger than
40 in 2007. The regression model includes years of schooling as an additional
explanatory variable.12 Native Germans are the ethnic reference group. Fi-
nally, each regression is run separately for men and women to account for
possible gender peculiarities. The regression results are presented as tables
within the text, ﬁgures visualizing these results are attached in the Appendix
on pages 47 ﬀ.
4.2 Education
Table 5 shows the average years of schooling for each ethnic group and ad-
ditionally diﬀerentiated by generation and gender. Accordingly, both male
11In case there is no information available for 2005 to 2007, the most recent year is
considered instead.
12Except in the regression on the individual gender gap in education
10and female second generation immigrants tend to have higher education than
ﬁrst generation immigrants.13 The increase in education between generations
is especially big (almost two additional years of schooling) for Greek immi-
grants. But still, even for Greek immigrants, average years of education are
lower for immigrants regardless of gender compared to natives and this holds
for the second generation as well. Turkish immigrants in particular have
very low education levels, usually less than high school. That is, Turkish
women have 9.29 years of schooling and men 9.93 years of schooling. In con-
trast, native women have on average 12.11 years of education and men 12.55
years. In general, immigrants from one of the guest worker countries have
less education than more recent immigrant groups such as Poles or Russians
indicating diﬀerent patterns in the educational composition of more recent
migration inﬂows.
Table 5: Average Years of Schooling
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 11.83 11.93 12.22 12.36
Germany 12.11 12.55
Turkey 9.29 11.24 9.93 10.79
Ex-Yugoslavia 9.92 11.53 10.67 11.01
Greece 9.56 11.99 10.50 12.35
Italy 9.46 11.37 10.02 11.53
Spain 10.27 10.23 9.97 13.15
Poland 11.78 13.31 11.91 10.98
Russia 11.04 no obs. 10.85 13.07
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
Gender comparisons further show that in almost every ethnic group ﬁrst
generation men have more education than ﬁrst generation women. Inter-
estingly, the opposite is true for the econd generation at least for Turks,
ex-Yugoslavs and Poles. Second generation women from these ethnic groups
have more years of schooling than their second generation male counterparts.
For natives, gender diﬀerences in education can also be observed showing
higher levels of education for German men than for German women.
Considering, whether diﬀerences in education are not only present for
ethnic groups in general but also between spouses and thus on an individ-
ual level, Table 6 reports the average gap in education between partners
diﬀerentiated by ethnic group and immigrant generation. Here we consider
only individuals who report living with a partner in the same household. The
question is whether educational diversity is more common among immigrants
than among natives.
13With exception of Poles and Spaniards, but as mentioned before, these numbers might
not be representative due to small sample sizes.
11To that end, we construct a variable of the diﬀerence of ”own years of
education” minus ”years of education of the partner”. A negative diﬀer-
ence, as is usually the case for most ﬁrst generation women, indicates that
on average this gender group has less education than their partner. Con-
sequently, for ﬁrst generation immigrant men the education diﬀerences are
mainly positive indicating more education for the husband compared to his
wife.14 Accordingly, ﬁrst generation Turkish men have on average 0.31 more
years of education than their partner; Turkish women who also belong to the
ﬁrst generation have an educational deﬁcit of more than 0.6 years. In con-
trast, Turkish women who are born in Germany and hence part of the second
generation, have even more education than their partners (0.55 years). For
their second generation male counterparts the partner diﬀerence decreases
compared to the parental generation to merely 0.13 more years of education
but still remains positive. 15
Table 6: Individual Gap in Education between Spouses
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other -0.35 -0.39 0.45 0.69
Germany -0.48 0.48
Turkey -0.63 0.55 0.31 0.13
Ex-Yugoslavia -0.90 1.36 0.76 -1.22
Greece -0.76 0.86 0.38 0.30
Italy -0.73 0.25 0.20 0.78
Spain -0.98 0.00 -0.97 -1.77
Poland 0.03 -0.18 0.05 -2.70
Russia 0.42 no obs. -0.16 3.00
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
Table 7 shows estimation outcomes for the individual diﬀerences between
spouses on the explanatory variables mentioned above16 for men and women
separately. Accordingly, the average diﬀerence in the education of native
women who were born between 1942 and 1965 is negative indicating that
women of this generation have less schooling than their partner. The dif-
ference decreases for younger birth cohorts (”cohort 3”) and increases for
older generations (”cohort 1”). For Turkish women who were not born in
14The numbers presented in Table 6 need not be identically reverse due to mixed mar-
riages and diﬀerent ethnic classiﬁcations for men and women.
15Please note that there is no information available on the gender gap in education of
second generation Russian immigrants. Please also keep in mind that results for Spanish
immigrants might be biased due to small observation numbers.
16Ethnic groups dummies interacted with generation dummies and dichotomous vari-
ables accounting for three diﬀerent birth cohorts, born between 1942 and 1965 being the
reference category
12Germany (”turk1st”) the diﬀerence is greater and signiﬁcantly diﬀerent from
native women indicating greater disparities between husband and wife in this
ethnic group. In contrast, for second generation Turkish women the diﬀerence
becomes positive implying better schooling levels for them compared to their
partner. Similar patterns hold for female immigrants from ex-Yugoslavia.
Polish and Russian women are an exception in that they show better edu-
cational skills of wives compared to their husbands for the ﬁrst generation
already; at least for immigrants born after 1942.17
For men the picture is slightly diﬀerent. As expected, German men be-
tween 40 and 65 have on average more years of schooling than their partners.
While this educational gap is even bigger for older birth cohorts, it decreases
and reverses for the youngest age group. Turkish, Greek and Italian men do
not signiﬁcantly diﬀer from German men when it comes to education diﬀer-
ences within the partnership, whereas for the remaining immigrant groups
the diﬀerence in education decreases for both immigrant generations. First
generation ex-Yugoslavs as well as second generation Russian men are an
exception. The decrease in the educational gap is even bigger for second
generation individuals indicating more equality among partners in later im-
migrant generations.
Summing up, the educational advantage of men over women is present
and even increases for ﬁrst generation immigrants compared to Germans.
However, it vanishes or becomes negative for second generation individuals.
These ﬁndings indicate that women in the second generation have on average
better education in terms of years of schooling compared to their partners
than women in their parental generation and hence converge towards more
equal education levels within a partnership.
4.3 Marital Behavior
Table 8, shows that most ﬁrst generation immigrants are married and liv-
ing in the same household as the partner whereas most second generation
immigrants are single. This is not so much surprising and can be due to
the diﬀerent age structures in the two generations as can be seen from Ta-
ble 9. On average, the ﬁrst generation is slightly older than native Germans
whereas the second generation is markedly younger.
Turning to the marital behavior of the ﬁrst generation we see that it diﬀers
noticeably from that of the native population. Especially Turkish immigrants
show very high marriage rates. For instance, among ﬁrst generation Turkish
men the share of those living with a partner is 75.74 percent compared to
17There is no information available for second generation Russian women.
13Table 7: Individual Gap in Education between Spouses

































Icohort 1 -0.6578∗∗∗ 0.5761∗∗∗
(0.0453) (0.0415)








OLS Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
14Table 8: Marital Behavior
Women
1. Gen 2. Gen
Ethnic Origin Single Married Single Married
Other 39.83 60.17 73.62 26.38
Turkey 24.39 75.61 65.08 34.92
Ex-Yugoslavia 36.87 63.13 63.41 36.59
Greece 28.30 71.70 65.31 34.69
Italy 38.55 61.45 63.95 36.05
Spain 51.72 48.28 74.36 25.64
Poland 40.49 59.51 74.03 25.97
Russia 39.02 60.98 100.00 0.00
Germany 51.68 48.32
Men
1. Gen 2. Gen
Ethnic Origin Single Married Single Married
Other 37.74 62.26 71.62 28.38
Turkey 24.26 75.74 67.59 32.41
Ex-Yugoslavia 36.60 63.40 75.18 24.82
Greece 23.81 76.19 71.74 28.26
Italy 27.99 72.01 72.99 27.01
Spain 40.24 59.76 57.14 42.86
Poland 36.36 63.64 92.19 7.81
Russia 39.65 60.35 86.36 13.64
Germany 50.56 49.44
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
a marriage rate of only 49.44 percent for German men. First generation
women exhibit a similar marital behavior to men of the same ethnic group
with marriages rates mostly at or above 60 percent. In contrast, second
generation women have marriage rates only around 25 to 35 percent. They
are noticeably higher (between 34 and 37 percent) for immigrants from the
former guest worker countries. For second generation men marriage rates are
somewhat smaller especially for Poles and Russians. Only 32.41 percent of
Turkish men have similar marriage rates to their female counterparts. For
natives, there are hardly any diﬀerences in the marital behavior of men and
women. The share of married Germans is almost 50 percent indicating a
higher tendency of natives towards singledom compared to immigrants.
These descriptive ﬁndings are conﬁrmed in the estimation results pre-
sented in Table 10. Regardless of gender, ﬁrst generation immigrants tend
to be more likely to be married than Germans whereas second generation
immigrants seem to be less likely to be living with a partner. Polish women
and Spanish men are the only groups whose marital behavior does not diﬀer
from that of natives irrespective of generation. And also second generation
Turks show no signiﬁcant deviations from Germans with respect to marital
behavior.
15Table 9: Average Age
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 45.47 28.20 46.51 29.77
Germany 41.44 40.06
Turkey 44.56 25.08 45.49 24.55
Ex-Yugoslavia 48.94 28.85 48.81 27.15
Greece 54.99 28.44 54.23 28.79
Italy 52.27 28.82 51.79 28.12
Spain 53.48 26.97 52.13 30.35
Poland 43.69 23.26 46.50 20.58
Russia 46.22 19.18 44.57 24.00
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
4.4 Intermarriage
Analyzing diﬀerences in marital behavior even further, Table 11 shows that
the type of marriage diﬀers noticeably by immigrant generation and ethnic
group. Intermarriage in this course is deﬁned as the living partnership of
an immigrant with a native German. Consequently, a marriage between for
instance a Greek and a Turkish immigrant is not considered intermarriage.
This restrictive deﬁnition is based on the assumption that intermarriage is
supposed to indicate integration to the German society. An immigrant who is
living with a native partner possibly signals greater commitment to Germany
than an immigrant who marries another immigrant or even marries within
his or her own ethnic community.18
Among those who are married, intermarriage rates are especially low
for ﬁrst generation Turks ranging between 1.94 percent for ﬁrst generation
women and 5.79 percent for men. In contrast, Italian men show comparably
high intermarriage rates of 17.28 to 27.42 percent already in the ﬁrst gen-
eration possibly indicating better integration of Italians compared to Turks.
But one should note that low intermarriage rates need not automatically
indicate low integration ability, but is highly related to the availability of
a partner within the own ethnic group. Thus, immigrants who belong to a
dominant immigrant group, as do Turks, might simply face a bigger market
of potential partners with the same ethnic background which decreases the
probability to intermarry. This argument is supported by the intermarriage
rates of Germans - as the biggest ethnic group. German men only show inter-
marriage rates of 4.49 percent and German women even lower (3.89 percent).
18For further research on intermarriage see e.g. Kalmijn (1998) [24]; Lievens (1998) [28]
and (1999) [29]; Kantarevic (2004) [26]; Meng and Gregory (2005) [31]; Meng and Meurs
(2006) [32]; Gonz´ ales-Ferrer (2006) [23]; Chiswick and Houseworth (2008) [19]; Furtado
and Theodoropoulos (2008) [22]; Furtado (2009) [21]
16Table 10: Marriage Probability
Women Men
other1st (d) 0.0552∗∗∗ 0.0831∗∗∗
(0.0119) (0.0107)
other2nd (d) -0.2490∗∗∗ -0.1827∗∗∗
(0.0348) (0.0331)
turk1st (d) 0.2047∗∗∗ 0.1888∗∗∗
(0.0106) (0.0063)
turk2nd (d) -0.0375 0.0385
(0.0341) (0.0229)
yugos1st (d) 0.0643∗∗ 0.0893∗∗∗
(0.0217) (0.0173)
yugos2nd (d) -0.1517∗∗∗ -0.1282∗
(0.0453) (0.0503)
greek1st (d) 0.1575∗∗∗ 0.0993∗∗∗
(0.0273) (0.0281)
greek2nd (d) -0.1987∗∗ -0.1728∗∗
(0.0617) (0.0627)
italian1st (d) 0.0270 0.1268∗∗∗
(0.0326) (0.0168)
italian2nd (d) -0.1158∗∗ -0.1082∗∗
(0.0391) (0.0409)
spaniard1st (d) -0.1850∗ -0.0388
(0.0746) (0.0551)
spaniard2nd (d) -0.1515 0.0286
(0.1132) (0.0586)
pole1st (d) 0.0348 0.0559∗
(0.0222) (0.0217)
pole2nd (d) -0.0733 -0.3785∗∗
(0.0761) (0.1168)




Icohort 1 (d) -0.2617∗∗∗ 0.0069
(0.0076) (0.0072)








Logit Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Marginal eﬀects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
17Therefore, it is important to also look at diﬀerences by generation and thus
behavior over time.
Second generation immigrants who were born and thus had the opportu-
nity to socialize with natives all their lives, are expected to be more likely
to intermarry than immigrants who migrated to Germany possibly already
married to another immigrant. This assumption is actually supported by
empirical ﬁndings for all immigrant groups. Second generation Greeks and
Spaniards show lower intermarriage rates compared to the parental genera-
tion. For all remaining ethnic groups, second generation immigrants are more
likely to be married to a native than immigrants from their parental gener-
ation indicating greater mixing with the native population of the younger
generations. Thereby, the increase in intermarriage rates between genera-
tions is especially big for Turkish men. In contrast, Greek women are less
likely to intermarry even if they belong to the second generation.
Table 12 shows estimation results from logistic regressions on the proba-
bility to intermarry. When comparing martial behavior by ethnic group and
generation with that of natives, immigrant men show a higher probability to
intermarry than Germans. With the exception of Turkish and Greek women
of either generation, this also holds for immigrant women. The likelihood
to intermarry is in general bigger for second generation immigrants than for
the ﬁrst generation. This suggests that immigrants born in the host country
show more willingness to integrate in the marriage market than members of
their parental generation. The only exception is Turkish women, who behave
just like Germans regardless of the generation.
4.5 Age at First Marriage
Not only are there diﬀerences by immigrant group regarding partner choice,
but also with respect to age at ﬁrst marriage. Table 13 reports the share
of people who are older than 25 but were ﬁrst married before the age of
25. Our results show that ﬁrst generation immigrants are more likely to be
married before the age of 25 regardless of gender than individuals of later
generations. Marriage rates at age 25 for that group are at or above 70
percent for most immigrant groups and even higher for Turks. Thus, almost
89 percent of ﬁrst generation Turkish women were married before the age of
25. In sharp contrast, less than 57 percent of the native women were married
before the age of 25. In general, the second generation shows lower shares
of individuals who marry prior to their 25th birthday and a higher tendency
towards marriage at later ages. The exception here are Spanish and Italian
18Table 11: Intermarriage Rates
Women
Ethnic Origin Intermarriage Intra-ethnic no Class.
Other 1.Gen 45.39 51.41 3.20
2.Gen 80.00 12.22 7.78
Turkey 1.Gen 1.94 97.57 0.49
2.Gen 3.43 95.47 1.10
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 14.01 81.85 4.14
2.Gen 33.90 59.32 6.78
Greece 1.Gen 6.14 90.35 3.51
2.Gen 6.06 84.85 9.09
Italy 1.Gen 17.28 79.63 3.09
2.Gen 33.72 61.63 4.65
Spain 1.Gen 51.85 48.15 0.00
2.Gen 36.36 36.36 27.27
Poland 1.Gen 30.31 66.56 3.13
2.Gen 90.00 10.00 0.00
Russia 1.Gen 15.70 82.64 1.65
2.Gen 15.70 82.64 1.65
Germany 3.89 91.59 4.52
Men
Ethnic Origin Intermarriage Intra-ethnic no Class.
Other 1.Gen 37.89 59.78 2.33
2.Gen 74.77 16.82 8.41
Turkey 1.Gen 5.79 93.92 0.30
2.Gen 16.04 74.53 9.43
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 13.44 85.90 0.66
2.Gen 31.43 68.57 0.00
Greece 1.Gen 15.27 80.92 3.82
2.Gen 19.23 69.23 11.54
Italy 1.Gen 27.42 71.77 0.81
2.Gen 66.67 31.58 1.75
Spain 1.Gen 63.27 34.69 2.04
2.Gen 72.73 0.00 27.27
Poland 1.Gen 21.03 77.38 1.59
2.Gen 100.00 0.00 0.00
Russia 1.Gen 3.29 96.24 0.47
2.Gen 100.00 0.00 0.00
Germany 4.49 92.95 2.56
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, only persons who report a partner
19Table 12: Intermarriage Probability
Ethnic Origin Women Men
other1st (d) 0.3285∗∗∗ 0.3024∗∗∗
(0.0138) (0.0153)
other2nd (d) 0.3154∗∗∗ 0.3195∗∗∗
(0.0341) (0.0327)
turk1st (d) -0.0029 0.0385∗∗
(0.0084) (0.0123)
turk2nd (d) 0.0152 0.0995∗∗
(0.0189) (0.0319)
yugos1st (d) 0.1199∗∗∗ 0.0857∗∗∗
(0.0212) (0.0208)
yugos2nd (d) 0.1756∗∗∗ 0.1316∗∗
(0.0409) (0.0460)
greek1st (d) 0.0476 0.1151∗∗∗
(0.0287) 0.1151∗∗∗
greek2nd (d) 0.0042 0.0614
(0.0252) (0.0424)
italian1st (d) 0.1465∗∗∗ 0.2774∗∗∗
(0.0319) (0.0316)
italian2nd (d) 0.1971∗∗∗ 0.3182∗∗∗
(0.0371) (0.0460)
spaniard1st (d) 0.3356∗∗∗ 0.5140∗∗∗
(0.0747) (0.0618)
spaniard2nd (d) 0.2334∗ 0.4839∗∗∗
(0.1094) (0.0883)
pole1st (d) 0.2251∗∗∗ 0.1404∗∗∗
(0.0230) (0.0243)
pole2nd (d) 0.4929∗∗∗ 0.1893∗
(0.0833) (0.0862)




Icohort 1 (d) -0.0105∗∗∗ -0.0091∗∗∗
(0.0022) (0.0025)








Logit Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Marginal eﬀects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
20immigrants.19
Compared to natives, estimates presented in Table 14 and the corre-
sponding Figures show that for women there is no statistically signiﬁcant
diﬀerence in the probability to be married before the age of 25 between Ger-
mans and second generation immigrants; Turkish women being an exception.
In contrast, ﬁrst generation immigrants seem to be more likely to be mar-
ried young compared to natives. We ﬁnd positive and signiﬁcant eﬀects for
Turkish, Greek, Polish and Russian woman as well as for men from Turkey,
the former Yugoslavia, Greece and Poland. While this conﬁrms the diﬀerent
marriage behavior of ﬁrst generation immigrants, there is no diﬀerence in
marriage behavior between Germans and the second generation.
4.6 Age Gap between Spouses
We now turn our attention to age disparities between partners, because part-
ner constellations might be diﬀerent with respect to age of the spouses. Im-
migrants living in a partnership were age diﬀerences between partners are
about the same as for Germans might reﬂect greater adoption of German
norms and marital habits and thus more social integration. Table 15, shows
that the age gap between spouses diﬀers moderately by generation and eth-
nic origin. For Germans, the average age gap between partners is about 2.7
years. For most ﬁrst generation immigrants from the guest worker countries
the diﬀerence is slightly bigger with a maximum average diﬀerence being 4
years for Greeks. For Poles and Russian the marital age diﬀerence is mainly
smaller than among natives. For second generation immigrants the diﬀer-
ence between partners is smaller except among Italians as well as Spanish
and Polish women.
Controlling for educational levels and birth cohorts, estimation coeﬃ-
cients presented in Table 16 indicate that among ﬁrst generation Italian and
Greek women the diﬀerence in the spouses age widens, whereas it decreases
for Spanish, Polish and Russian women. This is partly conﬁrmed by ﬁndings
for men. Here, the diﬀerence increases for ﬁrst generation Turk, ex-Yugoslav,
Greek and Italian men but diminishes for ﬁrst generation Russians. There is
hardly any diﬀerence between spousal age gaps of natives and second gener-
ation individuals, second generation Turkish women being an exception.
19Please not that there is no information available about the marriage behavior of second
generation Polish immigrants.
21Table 13: Married before the Age of 25
Share of Women
Ethnic Origin not married before 25 married before 25
Other 1.Gen 37.47 62.53
2.Gen 58.79 41.21
Turkey 1.Gen 11.78 88.22
2.Gen 30.61 69.39
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 29.81 70.19
2.Gen 63.30 36.70
Greece 1.Gen 23.27 76.73
2.Gen 63.49 36.51
Italy 1.Gen 24.81 75.19
2.Gen 51.80 48.20
Spain 1.Gen 46.55 53.45
2.Gen 58.82 41.18
Poland 1.Gen 28.82 71.18
2.Gen 68.97 31.03




Ethnic Origin not married before 25 married before 25
Other 1.Gen 55.45 44.55
2.Gen 89.33 10.67
Turkey 1.Gen 28.76 71.24
2.Gen 54.88 45.12
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 41.98 58.02
2.Gen 87.91 12.09
Greece 1.Gen 59.52 40.48
2.Gen 78.18 21.82
Italy 1.Gen 57.18 42.82
2.Gen 76.42 23.58
Spain 1.Gen 50.00 50.00
2.Gen 75.68 24.32
Poland 1.Gen 40.65 59.35
2.Gen 100.00 0.00
Russia 1.Gen 29.89 70.11
2.Gen 30.63 69.37
Germany 61.78 38.22
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, only persons older 25
22Table 14: Probability of being ﬁrst married before 25
Women Men
other1st (d) 0.0663∗∗∗ 0.0631∗∗∗
(0.0145) (0.0172)
other2nd (d) -0.0241 -0.2442∗∗∗
(0.0473) (0.0339)
turk1st (d) 0.2578∗∗∗ 0.3288∗∗∗
(0.0156) (0.0190)
turk2nd (d) 0.2677∗∗∗ 0.3258∗∗∗
(0.0252) (0.0376)
yugos1st (d) 0.0221 0.1578∗∗∗
(0.0286) (0.0301)
yugos2nd (d) -0.0431 -0.2232∗∗∗
(0.0556) (0.0637)
greek1st (d) 0.1098∗ -0.0846∗
(0.0450) (0.0380)
greek2nd (d) 0.0131 0.0729
(0.0720) (0.0904)
italian1st (d) 0.0497 -0.0568
(0.0398) (0.0295)
italian2nd (d) 0.0111 -0.0115
(0.0491) (0.0622)
spaniard1st (d) -0.2318∗∗ -0.0003
(0.0733) (0.0616)
spaniard2nd (d) -0.1338 -0.0018
(0.1492) (0.1184)




russian1st (d) 0.1736∗∗∗ 0.3001∗∗∗
(0.0262) (0.0328)
Icohort 1 (d) -0.0834∗∗∗ -0.0132
(0.0079) (0.0074)








Logit Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Marginal eﬀects; Standard errors in parentheses
(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
23Table 15: Average Age Gap between Spouses
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other -3.61 -2.65 2.68 1.57
Germany -2.69 2.78
Turkey -2.80 -2.66 2.73 2.02
Ex-Yugoslavia -3.49 -3.64 3.23 2.66
Greece -3.97 -2.50 3.79 2.46
Italy -3.81 -3.37 3.60 3.45
Spain -0.63 5.63 2.69 1.31
Poland -2.29 -2.90 2.23 -0.40
Russia -2.00 no obs. 1.20 3.00
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, only persons reporting a partner
4.7 Number of Children
In addition, we ﬁnd that diﬀerences exist in the family structure namely
with respect to the number of children per women. These diﬀerences are
not only between natives and immigrants but also among ethnic groups. As
documented in Table 17 ﬁrst generation Turkish women have on average
more children than women from any other country and in particular more
children than natives.20 The average number of children for German women
is less than 2 whereas for ﬁrst generation Turkish women is more than 3.
The number of children per women in the second generation is in general
lower than in the ﬁrst generation. Interestingly, it is mostly also smaller
than for natives. Turkish women are among those who have higher birth
rates than natives even among the second generation. For Greek, Italian and
ex-Yugoslavs the average number of children per women is noticeably smaller
in later immigrant cohorts.
As it can be seen from estimation results presented in Table 18 diﬀerences
in the number of children are mainly statistically signiﬁcant for ﬁrst gener-
ation immigrant women, who have consistently more children than natives.
This is especially true for ﬁrst generation Turkish women who have on aver-
age one more child than German women do. For second generation female
Turks the eﬀect is not signiﬁcant. Negative trends can be observed for second
generation immigrants from the former Yugoslavian countries. In general, for
Spaniards, Greeks and the second generation the number of children does not
signiﬁcantly diﬀer from natives. This indicates that later immigrant gener-
ations integrate not only with respect to marriage behavior such as the age
gap between spouses, age at marriage and marriage probability but also with
regards to family structure such as the number of children.
20The numbers presented refer to women older than 40


































Icohort 1 1.0921∗∗∗ 0.8310∗∗∗
(0.0832) (0.0748)










OLS Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
25Table 17: Average Number of Children per Women








Poland 2.01 no obs
Russia 2.56 no obs
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, only women older 40
4.8 Age at First Child
Apart from marital behavior and family composition, birth behavior might
also give insights to the cultural adaptation and integration success. Consid-
ering the age at ﬁrst child as depicted in Table 19, ﬁrst generation immigrant
women seem to be only slightly younger when they give birth to their ﬁrst
child compared to natives, whereas second generation women seem to be a
little older. Again, Turkish women stand out with a comparably young age
at ﬁrst child; on average 22.74 for the ﬁrst generation. Interestingly, the age
at ﬁrst child is much higher for the second generation Turkish women (27
years of age). In comparison, German women give birth to their ﬁrst child
at the age of 25 on average. Results from a simple regression support the
ﬁrst impression of hardly any diﬀerences between immigrants and natives.
The diﬀerence in age at ﬁrst child almost vanishes for all second generation
immigrants. It diﬀers signiﬁcantly from natives only for a few immigrants
groups such as Spaniards (Table 20).
4.9 Religion
Turning now from family matters to religious aspects, Table 21 shows the dis-
tribution of religious beliefs within each ethnic group diﬀerentiated by gender
and generation. It is obvious from this table that no religious diﬀerences can
be observed between men and women or between ﬁrst and second genera-
tion immigrants within a single ethnic group. That is, regardless of gender
or generation the majority of Turkish immigrants who report a religion are
Muslims, most Italian, Spanish and Polish immigrants are Catholic and the
majority of Russian immigrants are Christian Orthodox. Among Germans,
Protestants are a slight majority closely followed by Catholics.
26Table 18: Number of children













































OLS Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
27Table 19: Age at ﬁrst Child










Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, only women older 40
4.10 Language Proﬁciency
Language proﬁciency of the host country has been proven to be of paramount
importance for social and economic integration. Using GSOEP’s subjective
answers on language (both oral and written), we measure linguistic abilities
on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 denotes ”very good” language ability and
5 a ”very poor” one. In general, reported written skills are worse than
speaking abilities regardless of ethnic group and immigrant generation. These
statistics are presented in Table 22. They refer to 2005 wave, the most recent
year with information on language proﬁciency.
It is assumed that second generation immigrants should have better lan-
guages skills than ﬁrst generation immigrants since by deﬁnition immigrants
who belong to the second generation were born in Germany and therefore
mostly attended school and further education in Germany. As expected,
their reported language abilities are higher regarding both spoken and writ-
ten use of German regardless of ethnic group. This shows a positive linguistic
integration of second generation immigrants.
Linguistic comparisons by ethnic groups show that Turks have the lowest
German language proﬁciency among all ethnic groups. They seem to be the
least integrated with respect to language. A possible explanation is related to
the fact that language proﬁciency is self-reported and might impose measure-
ment errors and group speciﬁc characteristics. Some immigrant groups might
overstate their abilities whereas other groups might continuously understate
their skills. This might bias the results. Another explanation relies on the
reported information, the low language abilities of Turks might be induced
by group size and enclave eﬀects. Since Turks represent the largest single
ethnic group in Germany, they are more likely to socialize within their eth-
nic community and do not need to put much eﬀort into learning the German
language in order to manage everyday life situations. Thus, poor language
abilities might indeed signal less integration and more ethnic segregation
28Table 20: Age at 1st child
(1)













































OLS Regression, years 2005 - 2007
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
29Table 21: Religious Distribution
Women
Ethnic Origin Catholic Protestant Other Christ. Islam Other Rel. Undenom.
Others 1.Gen 32,75 35,81 9,17 3,28 2,18 16,81
2.Gen 33,71 41,57 2,25 3,37 0,00 19,10
Turkey 1.Gen 0,47 0,00 2,37 87,20 1,42 8,53
2.Gen 0,00 1,37 2,74 84,93 1,37 9,59
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 43,09 4,07 24,39 20,33 0,00 8,13
2.Gen 36,36 4,55 20,45 20,45 0,00 18,18
Greece 1.Gen 0,00 0,00 92,31 5,13 0,00 2,56
2.Gen 8,33 12,50 75,00 0,00 0,00 4,17
Italy 1.Gen 83,08 3,08 6,15 0,00 0,00 7,69
2.Gen 80,70 10,53 8,77 0,00 0,00 0,00
Spain 1.Gen 93,33 6,67 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
2.Gen 100,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Poland 1.Gen 81,95 8,27 1,50 0,75 0,00 7,52
2.Gen 50,00 16,67 0,00 5,56 0,00 27,78
Russia 1.Gen 19,23 51,92 17,31 0,00 2,88 8,65
2.Gen 0,00 100,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
German 28,99 39,40 1,23 0,08 0,05 30,25
Men
Catholic Protestant Other Christ. Islam Other Rel. Undenom.
Others 1.Gen 28,29 34,45 7,84 5,60 1,96 21,85
2.Gen 38,46 28,57 0,00 4,40 0,00 28,57
Turkey 1.Gen 0,93 0,00 0,93 88,43 1,39 8,33
2.Gen 0,00 0,00 7,14 81,43 4,29 7,14
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 29,36 1,83 25,69 32,11 0,00 11,01
2.Gen 43,75 9,38 18,75 21,88 0,00 6,25
Greece 1.Gen 0,00 0,00 88,64 4,55 0,00 6,82
2.Gen 4,00 8,00 68,00 4,00 0,00 16,00
Italy 1.Gen 90,24 2,44 2,44 0,00 0,00 4,88
2.Gen 81,25 8,33 4,17 0,00 0,00 6,25
Spain 1.Gen 89,47 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 10,53
2.Gen 41,67 25,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 33,33
Poland 1.Gen 75,26 6,19 3,09 0,00 0,00 15,46
2.Gen 53,85 15,38 0,00 7,69 0,00 23,08
Russia 1.Gen 23,33 51,11 10,00 0,00 2,22 13,33
2.Gen 0,00 100,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
German 27,46 34,86 0,95 0,10 0,15 36,47
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, only women older 40
30among Turks.
Diﬀerences by gender within each ethnic group are straightforward. Namely,
ﬁrst generation women have better German language skills than comparable
men of Spanish, Polish and Russian origin in contrast to worse self-reported
skills among the other immigrant groups within the ﬁrst generation. In the
second generation, German language abilities seem to be mostly better for
women than for men regardless of ethnic group in both spoken and written
use of language.
Concerning the language of the country of origin the opposite results are
true. Here it is the ﬁrst generation immigrants that reports better language
abilities. This can be explained through the greater attachment of this gener-
ation to their home country, the fact that they were raised with this language
and the possibility that even if some of them were illiterate, they still know
how to speak the origin language but it would be much more diﬃcult to learn
a foreign language.21
Table 22: Language Proﬁciency
German Language Language of Country of Origin
Women Men Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Speaking Speaking
Other 1.77 1.14 1.82 1.15 1.68 2.20 1.80 2.35
Turkey 2.84 1.45 2.39 1.50 1.69 2.10 1.63 2.20
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.13 1.18 2.05 1.27 1.57 2.09 1.56 2.27
Greece 2.40 1.22 2.34 1.33 1.54 1.65 1.36 1.89
Italy 2.29 1.33 2.26 1.32 1.57 2.05 1.53 2.19
Spain 1.75 1.00 2.07 1.10 1.30 2.67 1.52 2.00
Poland 1.68 no obs 1.88 no obs 1.74 no obs 1.75 no obs
Russia 1.89 no obs 2.08 1.00 1.81 no obs 1.78 1.00
Writing Writing
Other 2.01 1.33 2.11 1.23 1.91 2.60 2.11 2.50
Turkey 3.38 1.64 3.04 1.74 2.15 2.47 1.94 2.71
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.86 1.31 2.57 1.39 1.83 2.73 1.77 3.12
Greece 3.05 1.39 2.85 1.41 1.89 2.22 1.66 2.41
Italy 3.23 1.55 3.12 1.62 2.05 2.56 1.90 2.94
Spain 2.75 1.33 3.07 1.20 1.65 2.67 1.83 3.10
Poland 1.91 no obs 2.20 no obs 2.10 no obs 2.19 no obs
Russia 2.21 no obs 2.45 1.00 1.99 no obs 2.05 1.00
Scale from 1 (very good) to 5 (none at all)
Source: GSOEP, 2005
21For further research on the impact of language on earnings see e.g. Chiswick and
Miller (1995) [17]; Chiswick and Miller (1998) [18]; Dustmann and van Soest (2002) [20]
314.11 Political Interest
The degree of political interest of a country’s population can be extremely
informative when we look at integration processes. Table 23 depicts immi-
grants’ and Germans’ political interest in 2005. It is measured on a scale
from 0 to 4, where 1 refers to ”very interested” and 4 to ”completely disin-
terested”. Most immigrants show less interest in politics than natives. Turks
in particular, show a comparably low interest in politics regardless of immi-
grant generation, whereas Poles seem to be the most interested in politics.
Comparisons across generations show that the second generation tends to
be more politically interested than the ﬁrst one indicating again a greater
commitment to Germany of later generations.
Table 23: Political Interest
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 3.00 3.11 2.64 2.59
Germany 2.78 2.44
Turkey 3.51 3.25 2.97 3.03
Ex-Yugoslavia 3.24 3.17 2.91 2.88
Greece 3.47 3.21 3.01 3.13
Italy 3.34 3.23 2.94 2.95
Spain 3.00 2.86 3.03 2.69
Poland 3.09 2.91 2.58 2.61
Russia 3.23 3.63 2.92 2.56
Scale from 1 (very interested) to 4 (not at all interested)
Source: GSOEP, 2005
Running a simple regression on the degree of political interest (Table 24)
conﬁrms the descriptive statistics picture. Accordingly, the index increases
for almost all immigrant groups regardless of gender implying lower political
interest for most immigrant groups compared to natives. But since the in-
crease is stronger for the ﬁrst compared to the second generation within each
ethnic group the assumption that second generation immigrants are more
interested in politics is supported by these results. Indeed, later generations
exhibit greater concern in political and social processes in Germany and thus
better political integration among those immigrants born in Germany.
4.12 Self-Identiﬁcation with Germany
That the second generation is more integrated becomes also visible from
Tables 25 and 26 that report self-identiﬁcation with Germany and with the
country of origin. Identiﬁcation is measured on a scale from 1 to 5, where
1 refers to ”complete identiﬁcation” with either Germany or the country
of ancestry and 5 refers to ”no identiﬁcation” with the respective country.
32Table 24: Political interest
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33As depicted in these two tables the second generation has a clear tendency
toward more identiﬁcation with Germany and less identiﬁcation with the
country of the parents’ origin. This tendency is noticeable for all immigrant
groups. Looking within ethnic groups one can see that especially Poles and
Russians show a great commitment to Germany whereas Turks and Greeks
still feel closely bound to their country of origin.
Table 25: Identiﬁcation with Germany
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 2.29 1.90 2.13 2.33
Turkey 3.89 3.25 3.60 2.97
Ex-Yugoslavia 3.29 2.76 3.32 2.67
Greece 3.85 3.04 3.72 2.70
Italy 3.54 2.81 3.59 2.84
Spain 3.38 3.13 3.42 2.54
Poland 2.03 no obs 1.93 no obs
Russia 1.65 no obs 1.60 no obs
Scale from 1 (complete identiﬁcation) to 5 (no identiﬁcation)
Source: GSOEP, 1999
Table 26: Identiﬁcation with Country of Origin
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 3.15 3.20 3.36 3.67
Turkey 2.18 2.90 2.26 2.76
Ex-Yugoslavia 2.33 2.59 2.29 3.03
Greece 1.84 2.29 1.82 2.82
Italy 2.02 2.54 1.95 2.47
Spain 1.77 3.13 1.68 2.38
Poland 3.15 no obs 3.22 no obs
Russia 3.16 no obs 3.53 no obs
Scale from 1 (complete identiﬁcation) to 5 (no identiﬁcation)
Source: GSOEP, 1999
4.13 Risk Behavior
Turning now to more general diﬀerences in characteristics between immi-
grants and Germans, Table 27 shows self-reported information about their
risk attitudes. Studies have shown that adaptation to the attitudes of the
majority population closes the immigrant-native gap in risk proclivity, while
stronger commitment to the home country preserves it (Bonin et al., 2006 [6]
and Bonin (2006) [6]). As risk attitudes are behaviorally relevant, and vary
by ethnic origin, these ﬁndings could help explain diﬀerences in the socio-
economic assimilation of immigrants. The risk loving tendencies of people are
34measured on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 refers to ”completely risk averse”
and 10 to ”completely risk loving”. We ﬁnd that second generation immi-
grants seem to be more risk loving than their ﬁrst generation counterparts.
This generation diﬀerence is especially pronounced for female Turks. The
average risk level of ﬁrst generation Turks is 2.57 and thus on the lower level
of the scale whereas the average value for second generation Turkish women
is 4.15 and therefore very close to the average value of native women (4.07).
In general ﬁrst generation immigrants seem to be more risk averse than Ger-
mans whereas second generation immigrants tend to be as risk loving as
natives or even more.
Table 27: Risk Attitude
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 3.56 4.81 4.63 5.71
Germany 4.07 4.98
Turkey 2.57 4.15 4.01 5.21
Ex-Yugoslavia 3.03 5.55 4.29 5.50
Greece 2.28 3.92 3.20 4.97
Italy 3.13 4.14 4.32 5.65
Spain 3.57 4.26 4.17 5.17
Poland 3.95 4.31 4.82 6.09
Russia 3.23 5.33 3.94 3.50
Scale from 0 (completely risk averse) to 10 (completely risk loving)
Source: GSOEP, 2005
These raw statistics are supported by estimation results as shown in Ta-
ble 28. The risk index is smaller for most ﬁrst generation women - except
Spaniards - compared to natives indicating more risk aversion. Among sec-
ond generation women, only Turkish, Polish and ex-Yugoslav women diﬀer
from natives. For men, the picture is slightly diﬀerent. Second generation
men seem not to diﬀer at all from natives, whereas ﬁrst generation Turks,
Greeks, ex-Yugoslavs and Russians tend to be more risk averse than Ger-
man men. Especially men and women who belong to the ﬁrst generation
Turks, Greeks and Russians show high levels of risk aversion compared to
natives. These results may clash with what was previously believed or to
what intuition would predict but are in line with previous studies. Bonin et
al. (2009) [7] conﬁrm that ﬁrst-generation migrants have lower risk attitudes
than natives, which only equalize in the second generation. One explana-
tion could be related to the ﬁrst generation’s insecurities in their social and
economic situation in Germany. Yes, ﬁrst generation immigrants may have
been more risk takers than their co-ethnics who never left the home county,
but this risk could subside once they arrived in the host country.
35Table 28: Risk Attitude
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364.14 Overall Life Satisfaction
With respect to overall life satisfaction Table 29 shows that there is not much
diﬀerence between immigrants and natives. Life satisfaction is also measured
on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 denotes ”complete dissatisfaction” and 10
”complete satisfaction”. Second generation immigrants score, on average,
greater values on that index (at or even above 7). Evidently, they tend to
be more satisﬁed in life than their parents who were born abroad. The life
satisfaction values of natives lie somewhere in between the values of ﬁrst and
second generation immigrants.
Table 29: Overall Life Satisfaction
Women Men
Ethnic Origin 1.Gen 2.Gen 1.Gen 2.Gen
Other 7.07 7.20 7.03 7.00
Germany 6.95 6.95
Turkey 6.32 7.04 6.28 6.86
Ex-Yugoslavia 6.56 7.17 6.59 6.94
Greece 6.50 7.13 6.76 7.10
Italy 6.47 7.28 6.70 7.37
Spain 6.48 6.95 6.90 7.40
Poland 6.86 7.45 6.85 7.54
Russia 7.03 7.50 7.09 7.78
Scale from 0 (completely dissatisﬁed) to 10 (completely satisﬁed)
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007
Estimation outputs in Table 30 show hardly any signiﬁcant deviation
between immigrants and natives. It is only for some groups such as the
ﬁrst generation Turks and ﬁrst generation ex-Yugoslav men that the index
decreases indicating a lower life satisfaction for these immigrants than for
Germans. The deviation from natives is especially big for ﬁrst generation
Turks of either gender. In contrast, immigrants such as second generation
Italian women and ﬁrst generation Russians seem to be more satisﬁed than
natives. Overall, we ﬁnd that immigrants integrate perfectly in terms of
self-reported life satisfaction.
4.15 Female Labor Force Participation
Finally, we consider the economic integration of the German population.
Table 31 reports the female labor force participation by ethnic group and
generation. The variable used equals one if the individual is working full-
or part-time and zero if that individual is unemployed or irregularly work-
ing. Schooling and no information are coded as missing. The underlying
sample is restricted to women older than 20 and under 65. The share of
women working full-or part-time diﬀers noticeably by immigrant group and
37Table 30: Overall Life Satisfaction
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38generation. Only 21.11 percent of ﬁrst generation Turkish women work full-
or part-time, whereas in later generations the share is 10 percentage points
higher, namely 30.40 percent. Similar diﬀerences can be observed for ex-
Yugoslav women. Here the diﬀerence between ﬁrst and second generation
also amounts to about 10 percentage points; it is 37.53 and 47.14 percent re-
spectively. Clearly, labor market participation is higher for second generation
immigrants from these groups. However, it is still much lower than the labor
force participation rate of native women (about 50 percent). The exception
is Greek women who have higher labor market participation rates than Ger-
man women in both generations. It is interesting that ﬁrst generation Greek
women have higher labor market participation rates than later generations.
Similarly, ﬁrst generation Italian women show very high participation rates
of over 45.00 percent.
Table 31: Female Labor Force Participation
Ethnic Origin Unempl. or Irreg. Empl. Full- or Part-time Schooling or no Info
Other 1.Gen 45.00 39.21 15.79
2.Gen 34.43 40.57 25.00
Turkey 1.Gen 65.00 21.11 13.89
2.Gen 42.73 30.40 26.87
Ex-Yugoslavia 1.Gen 44.52 37.53 17.95
2.Gen 37.86 47.14 15.00
Greece 1.Gen 31.45 54.03 14.52
2.Gen 37.97 50.63 11.39
Italy 1.Gen 37.38 45.33 17.29
2.Gen 34.92 43.92 21.16
Spain 1.Gen 46.94 32.65 20.41
2.Gen 35.71 21.43 42.86
Poland 1.Gen 31.40 50.78 17.82
2.Gen 39.58 35.42 25.00
Russia 1.Gen 38.64 43.05 18.31
2.Gen 28.57 0.00 71.43
Germany 37.23 49.38 13.39
Source: GSOEP, 2005 - 2007, women between 20 and 65
Estimation results presented in Table 32 corroborate these raw statistics.
Accordingly, ﬁrst generation Italian, Greek and Polish women are more likely
to work than natives. Turkish women are less likely to work compared to
Germans regardless of generation. This indicates lower economic integration
by some immigrant groups but also very good labor market integration by
others. In general, there are hardly any diﬀerences between second generation
immigrants and natives with respect to full- or part-time work for those who
are not in school and for whom information about labor market status is
available.
39Table 32: Female labor force participation
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405 Conclusion
This chapter studies the cultural integration of immigrants in Germany. To
gauge integration, we use natives as the gold standard and refer to them
every time we look at the cultural and general socio-economic and political
progress of immigrants. We cover various social and economic aspects of the
life of immigrants in Germany using data from the German Socio Economic
Panel (GSOEP) for the period 2005 to 2007. Speciﬁcally, we study marital
behavior, family structure, soft skills such as risk attitudes and overall life
satisfaction, German language proﬁciency and self-identiﬁcation as well as
economic characteristics such as female labor force participation. In order
to capture trends and developments over time we analyze and study these
indicators of socio-cultural and economic aspects for ﬁrst and second immi-
grant generations. Additionally, emphasis was put on diﬀerences between
certain immigrant groups, in particular immigrants who originate from the
former guest worker countries as well as immigrants from Poland and Russia
who represent more recent inﬂuences in immigrant inﬂows to Germany. We
examined and presented both raw statistics and estimation results on the
above mentioned indicators.
Considering marriage patterns is crucial in the integration process of im-
migrants22 since marriage and partner choice express individual commitment
and attachment to the members of a host country’s society at a very intimate
level. Convergence between immigrants and natives with respect to family
behavior signals to what extend immigrants adapt to German speciﬁc norms
and embrace German habits.
Empirical results imply trends towards more singledom among native
Germans. This trend seems to be adopted by the second generation. Similar
ﬁndings are observed regarding age at ﬁrst marriage and the age and edu-
cation gap between spouses. Accordingly, ﬁrst generation immigrants tend
to be married more often and at younger ages than natives and the sec-
ond generation. Clearly, they seem to cling to diﬀerent role allocations and
traditions than Germans and their oﬀspring generation.23 Age gaps and ed-
ucational diﬀerences between partners are greater for older generations and
mostly not diﬀerent from natives for younger cohorts. Intermarriage rates
depict a deep entanglement between immigrants and the native population.
This can be seen as a special integration measure fostering economic inte-
gration. In general, the bigger the single ethnic group the less likely their
22For further research on the eﬀect of marriage on economic success see e.g. Korenmann
and Neumark (1991) [27]; Angrist (2002) [2]
23see e.g. Backer and Benjamin (1997) [3] for diﬀerences in the human capital accumu-
lation of immigrants.
41members are to intermarry. This holds especially for Turks and members of
the native population who show the lowest rate of intermarriage among all
ethnic groups.
Furthermore, fertility rates, age at ﬁrst child and female labor force par-
ticipation diﬀer signiﬁcantly between natives and ﬁrst generation immigrants
indicating diﬀerent conceptions of gender roles and work allocation within
the family between these groups. Diﬀerences vanish or at least diminish for
later immigrant generations implying greater adoption of German norms and
perceptions for immigrants born in Germany. Comparing language and iden-
tiﬁcation indexes among diﬀerent ethnic groups, we observe noticeable dis-
crepancies between generations. Thus, second generation immigrants report
higher levels of language proﬁciency than members of their parental gen-
eration indicating better linguistic integration. Additionally, self-reported
identiﬁcation with Germany is stronger for immigrants born in Germany
expressing greater commitment to Germany and its society. All these ﬁnd-
ings ﬁt the assumption that the second generation immigrants can enjoy a
successful integration.
Finally, the underlying data provide information about soft characteristics
such as risk aversion, overall life satisfaction and political interest opening
unique opportunities to compare immigrants and natives also in the ﬁeld
of behavioral economics. Accordingly, immigrants and natives do not diﬀer
much with respect to life satisfaction. They do diﬀer regarding risk attitudes.
Immigrants seem to be slightly less risk loving than natives, but diﬀerences
mainly disappear for later immigrant cohorts, indicating that also from that
perspective, younger immigrants converge towards native attitudes. Regard-
ing political involvement, immigrants are in general less politically concerned
than natives, but again the second generation political interests are more in
line with natives expressing better integration also in this dimension.
As a ﬁnal remark, and referring to Turks as one immigrant group with
pronounced diﬀerences, this analysis shows that comparison by generation
is crucial when making statements about the integration process of ethnic
groups in Germany. Turks diﬀer in various ways from natives and also from
other immigrant groups. They are more likely to be married in general,
more often married at young ages and often have more children than the av-
erage German person. Their language abilities are worse compared to other
immigrants, they report a lower identiﬁcation with Germany and more com-
mitment to their home country than others, and their religious believes are
diverse from that of natives and co-immigrants. They report the lowest level
of political interest and lower levels of life satisfaction than other immigrant
groups. And ﬁnally, their labor force participation rates are comparably low.
All these ﬁndings indicate that Turks are the least integrated immigrant
42group with respect to the integration indicators considered in this study.
But when studying Turkish immigrants by generation, it is clear that the
second generation shows a tendency towards parity with native Germans.
Second generation Turks show higher intermarriage rates, similar behavior
as natives in terms of age at ﬁrst marriage, age at ﬁrst child and number
of children. They report better German language proﬁciency both regarding
speaking and writing skills as well as greater identiﬁcation with Germany and
thus less commitment to the country of ancestry. So, even if this group of
immigrants seems to be unintegratable, trends over time need to be honored
and fostered.
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